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« SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 

EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY.. 

CENTRALIZED PROCESSING 

Centralized processing ahd other cooperative efforts are not 

entirely new concepts" -for libraries and learning resource centers. 

Melvil Dewey (1877) in an article on cooperative catalogi'-g wrote: 

. At the present time, if a specifically valuable book is 
published, it finds its way to at least a thousand different 
libraries, in all of which it must be catalogued.. ,One of the 
highest salaried officers of each of these thousand libijaries 
must take this book and examine it for the scpres of goints 
that only a cataloguer Cc n appreciate the necessity of /look- 
ing up. Then the titl^ must be copied. and revised. Perhaps 
a half day is spent- in preparing a satisfactory note to append 
for the benefit of the readers, etc, etc. And all of this 
• work is repeat.ed to a certain extent in each of the thousand 
libraries! Can librarians complain if practical businessmen, 
call this sheer extravagance (p\170)? . 

The thrust toward getting pi^ocessing centers developed was not 
too fruitful during the late 1800 's and early 1900 's. It was not 
until the mid-1940 's that processing centers began to come into 
existence. The number of processing centers began to grow in the ' 
1950 's and several centers were established in the 1960's. Th^se 
centers served public and school libraries almost without exception. 
Leonard (1969) did not find any evidence of processing, centers serv- ' 
ing a group of academic libraries or learning resource centers in a 
study he conducted. However, during the latter 1960 's the litera- 
ture revealed that different studies had begun in order to discover 
if centralized processing was a viable approach for, the academic • 
library and learning resource- center. 

1 z 



According to Piercy (1964), the specific gains of ^centralized 

processing are: . • 

(1) Advantages in purchasing books (higher discount, - 
more consideration by the dealer, approval and return priv- 
ileges, etc.); (2) economy for all in elimihating duplicarion 
of tasks (e.g., cataloging the same title but once for many 
libraries) ; (3) availability of needed bibliographic and pro- 
fessional tools (too expensi'^Se for each, library to have); (4) 
assurance of having the work done expertly and uniformly 
(thus aiding the user going from library to library) ; (5) ad-' 
vantageous buying of supplies in large lots; (6) saving time 
and labor by utilizing machinery, equipment,, and physical 
space too expensive for individual libraries; (7) better de- 
velopment and training of personnel and providing staff spe- 
cialization and promotional Opportunities in the work; ,(8) 
elimination of duplicate records, such as authority files; 
an^a (9) installation of better'work planning and management 
(p.. 199) . 

Cox (1955) listed two additional advantages: (1) the free- 
ing of librarians for other areas of work, and (2) the possibility, 
through a union catalog and interlibrary loan arrangement, of mak- • 
ing the total resouirces of the system available to each member. 
In this manner, the breadth of any individual library or learning 
center- in the centralized processing system would be materially 
increased and the necessity for duplication reduced. 

Disadvantages associated with processing centers include the 
possibility of a time lag in getting the materials to the learn- 
ing resource centers . from^^ihe processing center. However, the 
time lag is anticipated only during the beginning months of the 
center's development. Within six months the time lag is replaced 
with greater speed in getting the materials processed than could 
be expected from each learning resource center.. The processing 
center should include both the acquisitions and cataloging activ- 
^ ities. Bendix (1958) predicted that processing centers which 
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handled cataloging only and did not have ^ything to do withr ac- 
quisitions would be operating at a disadvantage. ^ ' / 
Hendricks (1966) had stressed that the economic aspect is 
the "paramount motive" ih centralized technical services. One 
must investigate the advantages of centralized processing to see 
if they offset the economic factor. According to Kurtz (1970), 
when a processing center' begins, the costs can be extremely high, 
but they need not .be- viewed with alarm. As the work flows are 
changed, steps are eliminated, and the staff becomes better trained, 
the per linit cost begins to decline. Kurtz revealed that during^ 
_the first four-month activity period of the processing center of 

the Rhode Island. Department of State Library Services the operat- 
, ing-cost per book was $2.9105. The cost per book after six months 
was down to $2,224. The decreases^ occurred, in spite of a rise in- 
costs for all facets of the center along witK^the addition of more 
employees. 

\ According to Gipson (1967), an analysis of costs for adding 
a book to the Macomb.'Cojunty Community College' can be broken down 
into 'five cost items:, materials cost, personnel cost, equipment 
cost, supplies cost, and area cost; However, each of these' cost 
items contains some hidden costs. The "hidden costs" for pro- 
cessing items need fui^ther analysis. \ 

A study done with the Louisiana State Library Processing^ 
Center supports the financial savings concept of pir^cessing cen- 
ters. Aftor the Louisiana State Library Processing "^Center was in 
operation for one year, an analysis of operations revealed that 
the center saved, as compared with former independent operations, 

4 
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a total of 1,508 man hours ($3,136.64), a savings! of $184.24 on 
supplies, and a savings ($214.00) on increased discount figured 
at 3.6 percent on the overall book budget for a to^;al savings for 
1969 of $3,534.88 (Roundtree, 1910). 

Leonard (1969)1 with the assistance of a National Science 
Foundation grant conducted one of the more analytical studies con- 
cerning costs and centralized technical processing. In his study 
with nine state-supported academic libraries in Colorado, he dis- 
covered that the processing center would save the libraries at 
least $117, 000. 00* A dollar savings of $1*40 per book' would occur 
for single volume prdcessing^and $1.92 for processing two or more 
identical, copies could be saved. ^ 

The cost savings realized through centralized processing dp 
not reflect the nonquantif iabie benefits" realized by the individual 
learning resource center or. library.* One such benefit is that of 
released time from the repetitive, clerical tasks associated with 
acquisitions and cataloging. Th"e new time for the learning ke- 
source center personnel to engage in more substantive aspects of 
the academic program may be valued as highly as the financial 
savings realized from centralized processing. .With all learning 
center costs constantly rising and increasing demands being put 

If 

on learning r.esource centers in the teaching processes, few learn- 
ing resource centers can afford technical processes wjirch' are in- 
efficient and of undue cost. - 

Progress toward the developmen of processing abroad and out- 
side of the United States has not occurred very rapidly. For ex- 
ample, Sukiasian (1966) made clear that the U.S.S.R. is far behind 



other countries in centralized processing. He denotes that the 
classification scheme is also decentralized and is carried on by 
many organizations. Apparently, much 'preliminary worjj needs to 
be done before the Soviet Union can engage in centralized process- 
ing on a large scale. The idea of centralized processing in Great 
Britain has perhaps been more talked about than practiced. It is 
a curious fact that the public libraries of Great Britain which 
were most active during the prewar years in promoting the notion 
of centralized cataloging are turning away from it while academic 
libraries which were least interested in such a prospect are npw 
turning toward it. In 1950, the British National Bibliography 
was started with the hope of creating bibliographic control for 
the major libraries of (Sreat Britain. However, the ineffective- 
ness of the British National Bibliography has resulted in it^ 
meeting only a small fraction of Britain's library needs (Francis, 
1950) . Bringing the centralized processing activity back closer f 
. to the United States, it should be noted that Canada did not es- 
tablish a national office of Library Resources until 1968. Acr 
cording to'sylvestre (19^69)^ the lack of cooperative efforts 
through centralized control has left Canada with an'' isolated frag- 
mentation of its library resources. 

Although centralized processing cannot be considered new in 
the. United States, it has taken on itiany new facets since World 
War II. With the passage of the Library Services Act by the 
united States Congress in 1956, funds became available for public \ 
and school libraries to use in creating processing centers. Crbnin • 
, (1957) reported that when .Congress approved Title II-C of the 
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Higher Education Act of 1965 it took two very important steps in . 
aiding libraries and learning resource centers of higher education 
in the UrTited States • The steps were described; (1) it fully 
recognized for the. first time the importance of granting Federal 
aid and assistance toward sdlving the problems of cataloging in 
this country; and (2) it gave the Library of Congress a clear man- 
date to provide new and unparalleled services for the benefit of 
academiQ and research libraries and learning resource centers in 
the United States - 

Problems still exist in .the many operations of centralized 
processing. One problem is that of developing standardized times. 
Time measures have been conducted in certain clerical activities 
in technical processing. Voos (1965) engaged in a doctoral dis- 
sertation study dealing with a microtechnique motion measurement 
of particular technical services. Two, conclusions developed from 
-this study: (1) cost is more subject to change than time (i.e., 
salaries normally increase annually, but the time involved in com- 
pleting a technical services task is not likely to change signif- 
icantly) , and (2) each technical seifvices operation should be un- 
der constant surveillance to determine whether it is necessary 
and whether it accomplishes the task it was originally set: up to- ■ 
perform. In regard to time and its relatibnship to technical 
services, the computei^ is on the horizon as being the one innor- 
vation which will enhance the argument for centralizing the tech- 
nical processes to save time. The computer has aixd will continue 
to add new dimensions to technical services.. Kilgour (1973), 
director of the .Ohio College Library Center, c'ontinues to advocate 



that the onlyj economic viability for libraries and learning- r^- 
source center's is cooperation by cen^tralizatxon* 

PLANNING-PROGRAMMINGrBUDGETING SYSTEM (PPBS) . - ' ^ 

Planning-Programming-Budgeting System is many things for 
modernizing management, and decision making at all levels. It is 
an integrated system to improve the information base for policy, 
program, and resource-allocation decisions. It is a unifying and 
comparing process for higher level review and analysis of program 
alternatives. It provides, through narrative and numerical ex- 
pression, an explicit determination of the relative efficiency 
and economy of allocating limited resources to alternate plans 
for achieving concrete objectives. Also,, it is a means for re- 
vea^ling the long-range cons6quences (in terms of estimated costs 
and benefits)., of annual or short-range decisions and actions on 

plans, programs, and resource allocations. 

The program budgeting and systems analysis elemen/^s of PPBS 
can be traced in American industry to the 1920 's when General 
Motors and DuPont formulated working, documents whose purpose was 
to identify major objectives, to define programs essential to 
these goals,/ to identify resources and to relate them to specific 
types of' objectives, and to analyze systematically the alternatives 
available.. At about the same time the Bell Laboratories intro-*^" 
duced methods of systems analysis which are similar to those uled 
today except they were primarily limited to hardware or equipment 

(Novick, 1969) . - ■ ' . 

In government, the two Hoover Commissions (1947-1949 
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and ,1953-1955) introduced concepts, , "performance budget" in the 
earlier case, and '^program budget" in the latter wljlch gave em- 
phasis to the activities or' outputs for which inputs are used 
(Gross, 1969). The first general public awareness, of PPBS .oc- 
curred when, Charles Hitch of the RAND Corporation became comp- 
troller of the U.S. Defense Department and introduced the system 
for SecretaryHRobert McNamara. Prior to the use of PPBS, the 
Department of Defense did not have an integrated mission-oriented' 
system, for planning and allocating its resources. It relied upon 
the classification and allocation of resources; on the basis of 
categories si^ch as research, and development, procurement, construc- 
tion, operations and maintenance, and military personnel (Held, 

1966). • , y 

The experience of PPBS in the Department of Defense prompted 

* / 

President Lyndon B. Johnson to decide, that the PPBS /approach 

should be applied to the other departments and agencies of the 

executive branch of the Federal government. On August 25, 1965, 

the President announced his. decision (Novick, 1967): 

This morning I have just concluded a breakfast meetin'g 
with the Cabinet and with the heads of Federal agencies and 
I am asking each of them to immediately begin to inti^oduce 
a very new and" very revolutionary system of planning ^and 
programmina and- budgeting throughout the vast Federal govern- 
' ment, so that through the tools lof modern management the 

full promise of a finer life can be brought to every American 
, ' at the lowest possible cost. This program is designed to 
achieve three major objectives, , It will help us to find 
new ways to do j9bs faster, to do jobs better, and to do 
^ jobs less expensively (p. xix) . 

■ ^ One way of viewing PPBS is to see it as a response to the 
inadequacy in traditional budgeting.' In the United States, the 
budget design of the Federal government was built largely with 



the need to control financial improprieties on the part of public 
officials. Being a comptroller's budget, it was "not designed 'to 
assist analysis, planning,, and decision making, and it does not 
work well, for that purpose {Anshen, 1965,. p. 12)." , i 

With objects of expenditure or inputs as its orientation, 
from iihe^ perspective of top-level decision making, the budget, 
according to Ahshert (1965) , did not provide the necessary "inf prr 
mat ion to: > 

(1) Choose ' among alternative gokls when available re- 
sources are insufficient to undertake the achievement of all 
goals concurrently, (?) measure the total immediate cost of , 
activities designed, to achieve any single goal, (3) identify 
currently the implicit future costs of present program de- 
cisions, (4) chart with confidence the probable future course 
of the expenditure side of the ibudget in total and sigriif i- > 
• cant detail, or (5). evaluate the efficiency and effective-^ 
ness of, the performance of ongoing programs by comparing ' 
costs with achievements (p. 14) . >^ 

Traditional budgeting did not pay much attention to the gpalsr 
and objectives of programs,' for which the government committed ref 
sources. Neither was there much concern with altv iatives or bet.- 
ter ways for achieving program objectives: Capron (1969) called 
attention" to the fact that when agencies made recommendations on 
programs and budget dollars to the Bureau of the Budget and the 
President, the absence of alternatives and the absence of the 
kind of information needed for judging the effect of either an 
increase or decrease in funding level on a given program had led. 
to the "situation i(n which the judgment of the Bureau of the Bud- 
get staffs had, at times, to replace arbitrarily the -judgment of 
those who knew much more about the program.. 

The objectives of PPBS . One objective of PPBS is the specifi 

10 ' ' ■ 
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cation and clarification of the goals and objectives of an organi- 
zation' s, programs . Unless an organization is aware of what its 
programs are intended 't-O do, it becomes difficult to know whether 
such programs are/?^rving their purposes. PPBS in this respect 
has the_e-f-f-scf^f impelling the organization to take stock of 
what it is doing, and to chart its course accordingly. 

Being output oriented, PPBS is interested in the relation 
between the output of a program and its- objectives. Only when, 
the output of a specific program is analyzed in the context of 
its objectives does it ;become meaningful.. Such analysis is also 
'the basis for determining the effectiveness of a program. 

According to Tok {lir70) , an objective of. PPBS is the idehti- 
fication. of the entire coWs of program, decisions, whether the' . 
costs are immediate or ext^^end ■ into the future. The system seeks 
to measure, or at least take cognizance of, the total costs of - 
programs as /fully -as possil)le, whether present or future, direct 

or indirect,. ^'j^ 

PPBS aims\toward p^lan^ning programs for the first year, and 

r • • \ ■ ^ \ I 

subsequent years. Planning is long-range and considers the multi- 
year implications of current ^cisions. Planning and programming 
normally utilize- a five-year fd^rward time horizon. However, the ■ 
time horizon' is dependent upon the PPB System peing cons.idered. 
Nevertheless, the first future year is the detailed budget year. 

The application of analysis \o the search, for the most ef- 
fective alternatives for accomplisljing the objectives of programs 
if possible, at. the lowest cost is W further pursuit of PPBS. 
under PPBS^ programs are to come under periodic review to. ensure 



that -resources are used to "the best advantage. 

An overall objective of PPBS.is, to integrat.e the planning, ^ 

/ - . . ^ : - 

programming, and budgeting functions of an enterprise into a for-f 

mal system. The system would provide better Information on organi- 
zational objectives and alternative ways to attain, them, including' 
explicit presentation of the costs and benefits of the alternatives 
The primary aim is to assist administrators in improving th^ir de^ 
cision making in the spheres of resource allocation, and management. 
,PPBS also creates a decisionTmaking en-^ironment in which the basis 
of competition among subordinate organizational units m an enter- 
prise is the effectiveness of subofdii^ate un\t contributions tP > 



an organization' s\ goals 

\ 
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Int errelated dimensions of PPPS . The three major dimensior^S; 
of the PPBS acronym are: . planning, programming, and budgeting. 
It cannot be emphasized too much that these three dimensions. X^e\ 
not separate dimens4.ons but are interrelated and interdependent.. 

Novick (1964) makes it clear that "planning and programming A 
aVe. really aspects of the same process; they differ only m em- 
phasis (p. 58) .-^ -To-h-im- planning is\ a '''more-d:nformal"process -th^ 
programmVig. niore a matter of procedu^res (p. 69)." He visualises 
progranuning \as being the more specific ^etermmat^on 6f couf ses- 
of action generated through planning. Plans are translated into 
.programs. De Ganaro (1971) 'defined the three dimensions in the 
following manner: (1) planning—the study of objectives and 
alternative ways to achieve%objectiveS, of future environments, 
and' of contingencies and how to respond to them; (2) programming— 
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a method of describing activities according to objectives or out- 
puts and of relati^ng th.ese objectives to the costs or inputs 
needed to produce the outputs or effectiveness desired; and (3) 
budgeting — the activity through which funds are requested, . appro- 
priated, apportioned "and accounted (p. 30) . " 

The finaL element of PPBS — sy,stem~is merely the ^structure 
within which, the planning, programming a " ^ting takes place. 

Perhaps it would be more accurate to stu^^ chat the system is 
the process of planning, programming, and budgeting falling within^ 
the . foregoing definitions of the three interrelated dimensions. 

Majpr components of the PPB System . The Bureau of the Bud-- 
get Bulletin Number 68-9 (The analysis ^and evaluation of...k 
1969) developed JEour components in order, to present PPBS as a fo^- 
mal system. The. four components, with brief descriptions, are; 
il) program structur;e — this component describes the frameyzorK 
of the system with its .'objectives . Thr^ee levels of classification 

(i.e., categories, subcategories, and elements) are used in comr 

* \ \ 
posing -a complete program structure; (2)\program memoranda— a 

\\ ' ^ ' ' 

comparison of the characteristics of each alternative given for 
obtaining the objectives make up the document known as the pro- 
gram memoranda; (3) program financial plan — this document contains 
.a-c6ntinuing recptd from year to year of the outputs, costs, and 
financing of all agency programs. It reflects the multi-year 
programs of an organization by summarizing the past, the current, 
and subsequent budgetary^ears; anti (4) special analytic studies- 
studies supply the analytic foundation for decisions made in the 
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pro^r^m memoranda. Part or all of program issues may be exposed 
to analyti?!r-s.tudies in order to enhance the decision-making pro- 
cess,-. Special ^analytic 'studies may also be called cost-ef fective4 
' ' ' ■ . ■ \ 

ness/ cost-benefit Analysis, or systems analysis. Whatever they 

alxed, their basi 3 goal is to provide a quantifiable evalua- 
^tion. of aLt-ernatives. Cleland and King (1968) defined the systems 
analysis function in the PPB System as: (a) systematic examination 
and comparison of 'those alternative actions which are related t6 
the accomplishment of desired obj,ectives, (b) comparisons of al- 
ternatiCes^n the. basis of the resource cost and the benefit associ 
ated^ith each alternative, and (c) explicit consideration of un- 
certainty; ' 

The four -PPBS components have been followed as a formal system 
structure very closely by the various Federal governmental agen- 
^..cies: However, many other agencies (e.g., state governments and 
school districts) which have been operating supposedly in 'the 
PPBS mode have attempted to create their own structure, and con- 
sequently resulted in lacking th^^ basic ingredients and philo- 
sophical foundation of an effectiv'e PPB System. 

Advantages of PPBS . Many advantages are inherent in the PPB 
System. One of them is that it operates as a zero-base budgeting 
process (Schultze, 1968). gero-base budgeting differs from in- 
cremental budgeting in thLt it reviews and justifies each program 
beginning ■ from zero, whi^le incremental budgeting operates on the 
^^sis of a percent or actual dollar increment over the present 

eriod. With PPBS, the continuation of. each program is questioned 
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and must be documented; this approach encourages reallocation of 
funds to new programs when old programs cannot be fully justified 
•or better use of resources is identified* 

Matrices' relate the program structure to the total organi- 
zation (Carlson, 1969). A 'three-dimensional procedure (e.g., al- 
ternatives, pr pgr ait( elements, and time) may be illustrated to re- 
veal how each program element is multi-dimensional in respect to 
^-'^he contribution it makes to the program • 

PPBS is an approach to decision making which systematically 
integrates all aspects /of planning and implementation of program's 
(Alioto, 1971;') . Many ihanagement systems lack the integrating and 
systematic approach possessed by PPBS. 

What. PPBS is not| ' The word "programming" in PPBS^.diD^i not 
mean computer prograiraning '(Hartley,, l?'B^8yT PPBS is also not He- 
cision making by computer. Decisions mil continue to come fjronv. 
the political process, influenced by value judgments, from the 
pressures coming from the various interested parties as well as 
from- the process of systematic analysis. 

PPBS is not a system which in itself centralizes decision 
making. Sophisticated analytical techniques are used. It is 

(recognized that centralization can result from using PPBS because 

1 

superior analytical and informational technologies present a 
•decision maker with the opportunity to exercise more control. 
/However, this centralization is intentionally brought about by 
the decision maker. ' It does not happen automatically under the 

I 

PPBS approach (Carlson, 1970) . 
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According to Hartley (1968)., PPBS does not imply that the 
entire output of an organization can be. (quantified and measured. 
Many products gleaned from a PPB System may be non-quantifiable, 
but extremely valuable. PPBS is not limited to cost-accounting 
and to economic considerations in the narrow sense. 

Furthermore, PPBS is not a substitute for the experience, 
the intuition, and t^e judgment of the decision maker. On the 
contrary, its aim is to sharpen that intuition and' judgment by 
stating problems more precisely, by discovering new alternatives, 

and by making explicit the comparison among alternatives. 

/ ^ • . . - . ■ 

PPBS and Accountability in Education . According to Alioto 
(1971) , "no social institution finds itself in greater trouble 
today and none is less likely to finish "the decade recognizably 
intaet than the American system of public education. Public^ 
schools and institutions of higher education are embroiled in a 
major overriding financial crisis; demands for educational ser- 
vices have escalated much faster than the system's ability and. 
resources to meet them (p. 3)." School administrators^ are being 
held more accountable than ever for the results of th^ public tax 
dollar. They claim that society has articulated incqnsistent 
expectations and they readily acknowledge the absenc^ of any real, 
systematic way- to judga Vhe productivity of the educ/atiortal systems 

The popular educational term in the 1970 's i^s , Accountability . 
It is a goal-referenced term. It is meaningless ujiless one spe- 
cifies accovintability for what, -to whom, and under^ what conditions 
(Knezevich, 1973) . PPBS may be perceived as a mahagement technique 
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to use ip developing a functional accountability system. PPBS 
does specify objectives, feasible alternatives, zero-base bud- 
geting, and it emphasizes quantifiable- as well as non-quant i- 
fiable outcomes. 

Hartley (1968) has indicated the need for PPBS in education 
by stating "let us hope that within the decade of the 1970's edu- 
cational planning will shift more rapidly from blind, doctrinal 
faith toward'conceptual strategies emerging from administrative 
theory and management science. PPBS pi^ovides a framework for 
coping with disconcerting changes and awesome responsibilities 
that will face the schools with increasing intensity each year 
(p. 127)." ' '■■ . ■ 

MODERN MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS FOR LEARNING RESOURCE CENTERS AND LIBRARIES 

During the last decade several modern management systems have 
made inroads into the institutions of higher education. Acronyms 
such as MBO, PERT, and PPBS haye become coiranon in management dis- 
cussions and practices. Even though there, is a dearth of litera- 
ture concerning the application of management systems to learning 
resource centers and libraries, these very " important departments 
of institutions of higher edu^^at^qn will not be able to escape 
the impact ot modern management ' systems much longer. The need 
for modern approaches to managing learning resource centers and 
libraries was stated by Munn (1968) : 

Many academic administrators view the library as a bottom- 
less pit. They have observed that increased appropriations 
. one year invariably result in still larger '^requests the next. 
More important, there do not appear to be 6ven any theoreti- 
cal limits to the library's n4e^s. Certainly the library 
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profession has beenv unaBl-e-to-define-jthem. The current u 
pressure to introduce modern management practices to the \ 
universities v/ill not leave libraries unaffected. Such \ 
techniques as program budgeting require a much moire rigorous 
analysis of the balanbe of return against investment than 
has ever been applied \t:o libraries. Just why should the 
library receive 3 or 6 "or 1 or 10 percent of the institu- 
tion's budget? How should the claims. of the library for 
budget support be- evaluated? These and similar questions 
are certain to be asked. It might be prudent for- academic 
librarians to have answers (p. 51) . 

The community college learning-jresourc.e center administrators 
are being placed under the accountability pressures and' are be- 
coming more responsible for getting- the maximum utilization and 
\^nefits from materials and personnel. Fearn (1972) notes that 
the community colleges are the fast'est-grpwing sector of this 
Country' s post-secondary educational system. He stresses the 
ne^ for management systems that will reflect a benefit-cost 
approach. If taxpayers are going to continue io* give financial 
support to community colleges, then the administrators of the 
community colleges are going to have to provide leadership by ^ 
using management systems which will contain goals, objectives, 
input-output relationships, and a method for analysis. Components 
of the .Community college,, such as the learning resource center, 
must employ the systems approach in order to enhance productivity 
by meeting specific objectives. 

prucker (19.54) began writing in the 1950' s on the concept 
of management by objectives (MBO) in business and industrial 
management. MBO is a way to manage by identifying objectives 
and applying them as criteria to judge the quality and effective- 
ness of inputs and activities. A high priority is placed on de- 
fining 'Organizational objectives and communicating them to all 
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personnel. The "systems management oriented" conceptualization 
of MBO is much closer to PPBS than is. the "hiaman relations ori-; 
ented" concept based on the interpretation by the designer of 
the MBO System. MBO may be considered as a subset of the PPB 

, - - f ■ ■ • ' ■ V, 

System. * ^ ^ . — 

;Learning\ resource centers, are going to have to apply the 
principles of Management techniques. The areas of technical pro- 
jsessing are*' laige and complex and need to be addressed in a system- 
atic manner, ojdlorne (1971) stated that if the exe<^utiVe "can 
control result^, he indeed can manage ey en the^ largest^ (p. 13)" 
of organizations. MBO becomes a "general system of management" 
of the "systems approach to administration" in this conce^uali- 
zation. ' 

-According to Battersby (1964) , it was in 1961 whep PERT'c:;, 
.(Program Evaluataon Review Technique) and other efforts in ijet-*- 
work analysis were^brought into the vocabulary of forward-thinking 
.managers. At fhat time, as today ; it was believed that efficient 
. management mu^t always\stem from a. precise statement of an ob- " 
jective; that any~p'roject must begin with an explicit definition 
of .what is to be achieved. Decisions need to be forecasted between 
.the critical (important) and noncritical jobs. An organization 
such as a learning resource, cente^i with the varioiBs fQutine tasks 
could apply principles of PERT towkrd improvement of efficiency. 
. The learning resource center c\>uld use the pri3[icd,ples o^f'^MBO, 
" PERT, and PPBS concurrently in ari ^active management! system. A 
general MBO model based..on the systems management point of view 
riiay be useful in. implementing PPBS. While^the missions and ob- 
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jectives of the learning resource center are undergoing their 
cycles, a PERT chart may be drawn with the significant events 
identified and the time for achieving each of them noted to help 
ascertain if the learning resource center is on target in imple- 
menting the system. 
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The literature surveyed concerning centralized processing 
was comprehensive and provided an historical as well as a global 
perspective. Some important research remains to be done with the 
development of standard times for technical processing activities 
which could be used as universal guideposts for learning resource 
centers and libraries. Since the concept of learning resource 
center is fairly new in the academic v;orld, most of the literature 
used the word" "libraries" rather than "learning resource centers." 
The handling and processing of nonbook media materials were only 
briefly mentioned. 

After the researcher made a thorough search of all of the 
indexing tools to periodical, book, and microform materials, it 
was realized that not one article had been written^^ncerning 
any type of management, syste^ as being applied to technical ser- 
vices processing centers. Apparently, the' new processing centers 
have been developed without much thought given to the benefits of 
the .new management systems. 

Many facets of PPBS are! revealed in ,the' literature. "Pro- 
ram budgeting" is used in the literature sometimes in lieu of 
PPBS. Even though the Bureau of the Budget had spent considerable 
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time in organizing a systematic, hierarchial structure for PPBS, 
many researchers and writers tend to devise^ their own system of 
■PPB. In one expression proponents of PPBS will elaborate on how 
well structured the PPB System is, and then their ensuing state- 
ments will reveal how they have begun weakening the structured 
aspect of PPBS by attempting to subtract some dimension of the 
system. The bulk of the literature tends to devote pages to 
the theoretical and conceptual aspects of PPBS, but very. little 
has. been done through research to reveal how a comprehensive PPB 
System can be opetation'alized. 

- ,/ ^ /' " ' 

/ / . - V _ 

/ 



/ 



\ 
\ 



{ 



21 



/ 



REFERENCES 



Alioto, R. F., and Jungherr, J. A. Operational PPBS for education; 
a practical approach to effective decision making . New York: 
Harper & Row, 1971. 

The analysis and evaluation of public expenditures ; the PPB System. 
^A compendium of papers submitted on the economy in government of 
the Joint Economic Committee. Volume 1. 91st Congress, 1st 
Session. Washington, D. C. : Government Printing Office, 1969. 

Anshen, M. The Federal budget as an instrument for management and 
analysis, in Program budgeting . David Novick. (Ed.) Cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1965. 

Battersby, A. Network analysis . New York: St. Martin's Press, 1964^. 

Baumol, W. J. Economics of academic libraries . Washington, D. C: 
American Council on Education, 1973. 

Bendix, D. Regional processing for public libraries, a survey. 
Library Resources and Technical Services, 1958, 2 (3) , 155-158. 

Capron, W. M. The impact of analysis on bargaining in government, ; 
in Politics, programs , and budgets : a reader in government / 
. budgeting ; James W. Davis, Jr. .(Ed.) Englewood Cliffs, New / 
Jersey: ■ Prentice-Hall,. 1969. /, 

Carlson, J. W. The status and next steps for planning, programm:vx»g ' 
and budgeting, in Public expenditures and policy analysis. Ri, 
H. Havemari'. -.(Ed.) Chicago: Markham, 1970. / - 

Cleland, -D. I., and King, K. R. Systems analysis and project 
management . New York: McGraw-Hill, 1968. 

Cpx, C, R. Centralized and cooperative cataloging. News Notes of 
California Libraries , 1955, '50 (4), 355-358. 

Cronin, J. W. Remarks on LC plans for implementation of new cen- 
tralized acquisitions and cataloging program under Title M-C/ 
Higher Education Act. Library Resources and Technical Services, 
- 1967, 2 (1)-, 35-46. ■! 

De Ganaro, G. J. A planning - proqramming-budqeting system (PpS) in 
academic libraries : development of objectives and effectiveness 
measures . Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University ot 
Florida, 1971. - , ' / 

Dewey, M. Co-operative cataloging. Library Journal, 1877,,. 1, 170. 



21 



2S 



22 



Doughtery, R. M. , and Heinritz, P. J. Scientific management of 
library operations > New York: Scarecrow Press, 1966. 

Drucker, P. "F. The practice of management . New York: Harper & 
Row, 1954. ' * 

Fearn, R. H. An econpmist's view pf planning problems in community 
college systems, in Managing the university : a systems approach . 
. Paul V. .Hamelman . (Ed.) New York: Praeger, 1972. 

Francis, F. C. The British National Bibliography. > Aslib Pro- 
ceedings , 1950', 2 (9), 139-145. 

Gipson, J. S._ "Total cost" of acquisitions in a community college. 
College ' and . Research Libraries , 1967, 28 (7), 273-276.* 

Gross, B. M. The new systems budgeting. Public Administration 
Review , 1969, 29 (3) , 113-137-.,^^ ; . 

Hartley, H. J. Educational planning-proqramming-budget ing : a sys- 
tems approach. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-HalT>. 1968. 

Held, V. PPBS comes to Washington. The Public Interest , 1966, £ - , 
(2) , 102-115. . ..^ • \ ' 

Hendricks, D. D. Comparative costs of bodk processing in a pro- 
cessing center an"^ in five individual libraries .^^ Unpublished. ; 
doctoral dissertation. University of Illinois, 1966. j 

Kilgour, F. G. Computer-based systems,^, a new dimension to library 

cooperatioii . College and Research Libraries , 1973, 3£ (3), 137-142 

Kilgour, F. G. The economic goal of lib^rary automation. College 
and ResearcK-^Libraries , 1969, 30_ (7) ,* 307-311.. 

Knezevich, S. J .. Program , budgeting (PPBS). Berkeley, Califor,iia: 
McCutchan, 1973. ^ 

Kurtz, H. G. Centralized processing - diversified. Library 
Journal, 1970, 95.(10), 1807-1812. 

■ ' ■ ■ ' T^.r 

Leonard, L. E., Maier, J. M. , and Doughtery, R. M. Centralized 

book processing : a feasibility study based on Colc)rado academic 
libraries . Metu'chen^KNew -Jerseyj Scarecrow Press , 1969. 

Munn, R. F. The bottomless pit, or the academic library as vi^^^^ 
from the administration building. College and Research Libraries , 
1968, 2^ (1) , 51-54. 

Novick, D. (Ed.) The Department of Defense, in Program budgeting . 
Washington, D. Q.: Government Printing, Office, 1964. 



23 




f 

Npvick, D. (Ed.) Program budgeting .- New Yo; 
and Winston, 1969. 

Novick/ D. (Ed.) Program budgeting ;' program analysis and the 
Federal budget . New York: Holt, Rinehart,^ and Winston, 1967. 

Odiorne, G. S. Management by objectives. College and University 
Journal , 1971, 10 (2), 13-15. — , . 

*Piercy, E. J. Organization" and control of materials, in Local 

public library administration . Roberta Bowler. (Ed.) Chicago: 
The International City Managers' Association, 19.64. 

Round tree,, B. L. One year *later. Louisiana Library Association 
Journal , 1970, 33^^ (1), 21-24. 

Schultze, C. The politics and economics of public spend ing. 
Washington^ D. C: The Brookings. Institution, 1960. 

Sukiasian, E. R. Sostorianie i perspektivy razvitia- tsentralizo- 
vannoi klassif ikatsii v SSSR. Sovetskaia Bibliograf iia , 1966, 
97 (3) , 3-16. * 

Syl-vestre, G. A .co-operative acquisition plan for Canada. 

Canadian Library Journal , 1969, 26_ (111, 433-438. ^ 

Tok, T. K. The planning - programming - budgeting system in three 

Federal agencies . Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University 
of Pittsburgh, 1970. ^ ; ' ^ 

Voos, H. Standard times for certain clerical activities in tech- 
nical processing . Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Rutgers 
University, 1965. \ 



/ 



